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DETAILED ACTION 
Double Patenting 

Claims 24 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate of 
claim 21 . When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in 
content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is 
proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of 
the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 20, 21 , 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 20, 21 , 23 and 24 are unclear because it is unclear how the claim can be 
both a method and product. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
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the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f)or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7-10, 12, 13 and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Yamada (Japan 05-31 1425) in view of Zejda (U.S. Pat. 
5,22,968). 

Regarding claims 1,12, Yamada teach in Figure 1 a method and apparatus for 
producing a film in a chamber 1 to be maintained at a reduced pressure by exhaust port 
2. (See Machine Translation 0009) A target can be present in the chamber for 
sputtering. (See Machine Translation 0009) A gas supply means 3 for injecting a gas 
into the chamber is present which extends into the chamber and comprises a plurality of 
different size holes 5A, 5B, 5C and 5D. (See Machine translation 0009) The reactive 
gas is supplied through the gas supply means to provide a reactive gas having the 
same flow rate over the whole range of the vacuum vessel 1 . As a result, the 
composition of the deposition material is deposited on the substrate uniformly. (See 
Japio Abstract) 

Regarding claims 2, 13, the gas supply means 3 comprises an inlet portion 4 and 
an outlet portion comprised of a plurality of different sized orifices 5A, 5B, 5C, 5D. The 
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size of the outlets progressively increases with distance from the inlet portion. (See 
Japio Abstract; Machine Translation 0009; Figure 1 and 2) 

The differences between Yamada and the present claims is that the mounting 
means for positioned the substrate is not discussed (Claim 1), the gas supply having a 
wishbone shape with the orifices increasing in diameter from the inlet is not discussed 
(Claims 4, 15), providing a pair of mutually spaced sputtering sources with a pair of wish 
boned shaped gas supplies is not discussed (Claims 5, 16), the gas supply means 
being ring shaped with the gas outlet orifices increasing in diameter from the distance of 
the inlet is not discussed (claims 7, 17), providing facing targets with a pair of ring 
shaped gas supplies with the outlets of the ring shaped gas supplies having an 
increasing diameter from the inlet is not discussed (Claims 8,18), the outlets facing 
toward the central space is not discussed (Claim 9) and the outlet orifices being 
circularly-shaped is not discussed (Claim 10). 

Regarding the mounting means of claim 1 , Zejda teach in a substrate mounting 
means that can hold a substrate for coating. (See Figs. 1-4; Column 2 lines 61-63) 

Regarding claims 4, 15, Yamada teach a wishbone shape in Fig.1. (See 
Yamada Fig.1 ) The diameters of the outlets increase from the inlet. (See Abstract; 
Machine Translation 0009) As to the arcuate shape of the wishbone arms, Zejda 
recognize in Fig. 4 contouring the shape of the gas supply device 25 or 28 to match the 
targets and substrate being coated therefore one of ordinary skill would contour 
Yamada wishbone arms with the circular target and disk when sputtering. (See Fig. 4) 
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Regarding claims 5, 16, the wishbone gas supply is discussed above. Zejda 
further teach providing mutually spaced sputtering sources with mutually spaced apart 
gas supplies to form a sputtered layer on a substrate. (See Fig. 4; Column 1 lines 60- 
64) 

Regarding claims 7, 17, Zejda et al. teach providing a ring shaped gas supply 
means. (Fig. 4; Column 3 lines 32-34) Yamada already discussed teach providing 
outlet of the gas supply increasing in diameter from the inlets. (See Yamada discussed 
above) 

Regarding claims 8, 18, Zejda et al. teach providing mutually spaced facing 
targets with mutually spaced gas ring sources. (See Fig. 4; Column 3 lines 32-34) 
Yamada already discussed teach providing outlet of the gas supply increasing in 
diameter from the inlets. (See Yamada discussed above) 

Regarding claim 9, Zejda teach that the outlets facing toward the central space. 
(See Fig. 4) 

Regarding claim 10, Zejda shows the outlet orifices to be circular. (See Fig. 4) 
The motivation for utilizing a mounting means for positioning the substrate, 
utilizing the gas supply having a wishbone shape with the orifices increasing in diameter 
from the inlet, providing a pair of mutually spaced sputtering sources with a pair of wish 
boned shaped gas supplies, utilizing a gas supply means being ring shaped with the 
gas outlet orifices increasing in diameter from the distance of the inlet, providing facing 
targets with a pair of ring shaped gas supplies with the outlets of the ring shaped gas 
supplies having an increasing diameter from the inlet, providing the outlets facing 
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toward the central space and providing the outlet orifices being circularly-shaped is that 
it allows for increasing the evenness of the coating on the substrate (Zejda Column 1 
lines 43-45) and coating with uniformity (Yamada Abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Yamada a mounting means for 
positioning the substrate, utilizing the gas supply having a wishbone shape with the 
orifices increasing in diameter from the inlet, providing a pair of mutually spaced 
sputtering sources with a pair of wish boned shaped gas supplies, utilizing a gas supply 
means being ring shaped with the gas outlet orifices increasing in diameter from the 
distance of the inlet, providing facing targets with a pair of ring shaped gas supplies with 
the outlets of the ring shaped gas supplies having an increasing diameter from the inlet, 
providing the outlets facing toward the central space and providing the outlet orifices 
being circularly-shaped as taught by Yamada combined with Zejda because it allows for 
increasing the evenness of the coating on the substrate and coating with uniformity. 

Claims 1-3 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamada (Japan 05-311425) in view of Von Hartel (U.S. Pat. 3,976,555). 

Yamada is discussed above and all is as applies above. (See Yamada 
discussed above) In Drawing 2 a linear embodiment is shown with the diameters of the 
outlets increasing from the inlet. (See Drawing 2 of Yamada) 

The differences between Yamada and the present claims is that the substrate 
support is not discussed (Claims 1,12) and the gas supply means comprising a linearly 
elongated tube having first and second ends where the inlet portion forms the first end 
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and the outlet portion extends towards the second with the size of the outlet orifices 
progressively increasing toward the second end. (Claim 3, 14) 

Regarding the substrate support of claims 1,12, Von Hartel teach a substrate 
holder in the form of drum 20 and rollers 26 and 28. (See Fig. 2) 

Regarding claims 3, 14, Von Hartel teach a linear gas introduction device in the 
form of an elongated tube having a first end and second end where the inlet portion 
forms the firs end and the portion extends towards the second end having outlet 
orifices. (See Fig. 3) Yamada already discussed above teach in Fig. 2 that the outlets 
should increase in size form the inlet. (See Yamada discussed above) 

The motivation for utilizing a linear gas inlet is that it allows for achieving 
uniformity of film formation. (Column 2 lines 12-16, lines 34-35) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Yamada by utilizing a substrate holder 
and a linear gas inlet as taught by Von Hartel because it allows for achieving uniformity 
of film formation. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yamada 
in view of Zejda as applied to claims 1,2,4 and 5 above, and further in view of Latz 
(U.S. Pat. 5,167,789). 

The difference not yet discussed is the plurality of outlet orifices facing away from 
the central space is not discussed. (Claim 6) 
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Regarding claim 6, Latz suggest that the outlet of the gas supply means be 
positioned such that the plurality of orifices face away from the central space in the 
sputtering chamber. (See Figure) 

The motivation for having the orifices face away from the central space in the 
sputtering chamber is that it allows for stable operation of reactive sputtering systems. 
(Column 2 lines 20-27) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have had the orifices face away from the central space 
as taught by Latz et al. because it allows for stable operation of a reactive sputtering 
system. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yamada 
in view of Zejda as applied to claims 1 , 2 and 1 0 above, and further in view of Hassan et 
al. (U.S. Pat. 4,270,999). 

The difference not yet discussed is the outlet orifices comprising a plug is not 
discussed. (Claim 11) 

Hassan et al. teach a plug in an orifices for controlling the flowrate of gases. 
(Column 4 lines 20-38) 

The motivation for utilizing a plug in an orifice for gas flow is that it allows for 
controlling the flow rate of the gas. (See Abstract) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized a plug in a gas outlet orifice as taught by 
Hassan et al. because it allows for control of the flow rate of the gas. 
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Claims 19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yamada in view of Zejda as applied to claims 1,2,4,5,7-10,12,13,15-18 above, and 
further in view of Suzuki et al. (U.S. Pat. 6,627,253). 

The differences not yet discussed is where a cobalt based alloy with oxide 
separated magnetic grains being deposited is not discussed (Claim 22), the cobalt 
based alloy with oxide separated magnetic grains having 360 degrees of uniformity is 
not discussed (Claims 19, 21 , 24) and the magnetic recording medium is not discussed 
(Claims 20, 23). 

Regarding claim 22, Yamada and Zejda discussed above teach how to uniformly 
deposit reactive films on a substrate. (See Yamada in view of Zejda discussed above) . 
Suzuki et al. teach that sputtering in an oxygen comprising atmosphere can produce 
cobalt based alloy for a magnetic recording medium where the magnetic crystalline 
grains are segregated by the oxide. (Column 4 lines 23-25;Column 5 lines 8-28) 

Regarding claims 19, 21 , and 24, Suzuki et al. teach a cobalt based alloy with 
oxide separated magnetic grains. (Column 4 lines 23-25; Column 5 lines 8-28) Utilizing 
the technique of Yamada in view of Zejda for reactive deposition one can achieve the 
360 degrees of uniformity. (See Yamada in view of Zejda discussed above) 

Regarding claims 20, 23, Suzuki et al. teach incorporating the layer in magnetic 
recording medium. (See Abstract) 

The motivation for depositing a cobalt based alloy with oxide separated magnetic 
grains, producing a cobalt based alloy with oxide separated magnetic grains having 360 
degrees of uniformity and producing the magnetic recording medium with the cobalt 
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alloy is that it allows for a magnetic medium with low media noise, a high S/N ratio and 
a high reliability to corrosion. (See Abstract) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have deposited a cobalt based alloy with oxide 
separated magnetic grains, to have produced a cobalt based alloy with oxide separated 
magnetic grains having 360 degrees of uniformity and to have produced the magnetic 
recording medium with the cobalt alloy as taught by Suzuki et al. because it allows for a 
magnetic medium with low media noise, a high S/N ratio and a high reliability to 
corrosion. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rodney G. McDonald whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1340. The examiner can normally be reached on M- Th with Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nam X. Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-1342. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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